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1. vhether to retest, re-examine or remove praduct
from Qualified Products List is decision for
QPL-preparing activity, and no information has
teon presented in present case to show that
decision to retain firm's product on QPL lacked
reasonable basis.

' 2. Protester contends that bidders intend to

1 furnish nonspecification or nongualified com-

| ponents in their gqualified products. IFB's did
not require bidders to identify manufacturers

of cemronents in their b'is, and bids did not

take any exception to specifications. In these
circumstances, pids arc raesponsive.

3. Where bids care responsive, guesticn whether
bidders will furnish products in conformity
with specifications relates to hidders’
responsibility and to contract administration.
Affirmative determinations of responsibility
are nol. reviewed by GAO except in circumst-ance:!.
not present here, and contract administrition
i function of centracting agency.

| McTntyre Engineering Company, Inc. (HcIntyre),

‘ has protested concerning invitations for bids (IFB's)
' ' Nos., N00104~77-B~1115, 1300104-78-B-0022 and MNP0U104~

‘ 78~B-0096 (issuved by the Waval Reaional Procurement
Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) and request for
proposale (RFP) No. NC0102-77-R-7307 (issued by the
Portsmouth, MNew Hampshive, Kaval Shipyard). The
procuremnenil.s involve certain cooling coils and cocler
units,

| With reference 1o IFB's ~0022 and -0096 and
} the RFP, the protesler contends essentially that
the bids and proposal submitted by Colmac Coil
Manufacturing, Inc. (Colmac¢), should have been
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rejected because the product offered by Colmac
had not been properly included on the epplicanle
wualified Producte List (QPL) by the Navy.

In Mclnktvre Engineecring Company, Inc., B-190136,
March 7, 1974, 78-1 ¢pD 177, wc considered the same
contention with reference to Crlmac bids on several
eorlicr solicilLations. Ve pointed cut that the
Colmac product was listed on the QPL and that the
Colrmac bids, which offered without exception to
furnich procucts In compiiance with the specifi-~
cations, vere responsive. We also noted that because
of cucestions which had been raised concerning the
QrL listisg, the Navy was conducting an investi-
gation to determine whether Colmac's procduct should
be retainecd cn the QPL.

In this regard, the Naval Ship Engineering
Center (NAVSEC) has reported thet as a result of
the investioation, Tonlmac will be retained on the
(.PL. among other things,. NAVSEC has pcinted out
that in a perfocmance test the Colmac unit exceeded
specificatian reguirements as to capacity, end
that Colmac dvawings reflecting tube spacing, £in
widt!lr and other critical dimensions had bee:.
revizvwed and approved.

It is well established that whether a qualifien
product shenld be re~examined or retested, or removed
froa the OPL, 1is a matt.r primarily for determination
by the OPL-preparing activity (in this inslance,
NAVSEC) . See Galbraith-Pilot iarine Corporation,

56 Como. Gen. 183, 186 (197h), 76-2 CPD 488, and
deeinions cited therein. The protester's only response
to the inforration furnished Ly NAVSEC is in effect

a repetition of its earlier arqument that proper
procoedures were nolb followned at the time the Colmac
product was oc*qznall, placed on the QPL. In this
VI ‘ crennts Lo ocupotude thaol RAVIULC's
dcf(:mlnatlon to retain Colmac on the QPL lacks

a rcasonable hasis.

Further, examination of the Colmac bids and
proposal does not reveal that any cxceptions ko the
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epecifications were t:iken therein, In these circum-
stancas, as pointed out in our decision of March 7,
1978, supra, the guestion whether Colmac will furnish
products 1in conformity with the specifications during
contracit performance relates to Colmaz's resoonsibility
and to matters of contract administration. Affirmative
determinations of responsibilicy are not reviewed

by our Uffice except in circumstances noti present
here, and contract administration is the function

of the contracting agency.

The protester raises an additional issuz cLn-
cerniig Colmac's bid under IFR -0096. McIntyre alleges
that Colmac is off=ring a fan motor which does not
have a bearing rulling feature required by the fan
mctor specification. In support of this, the protester
points out that Colmac recently purchased some fan
motors from Joy HManufacturing Company {Joy) which
o not have the bearing pulling feature. A related
issue concerns the low bid under IFB -1116, which
was submitted by Ruclear Coolinyg, Inc./Marlo Co:l
{Ruclear ). The protester alleges that correspondence
submitted by Nuclear in connection with the protest
clearly shows that Puclear did not i:tend to furnish
with its unit a Joy fan~--the onlv fan which had
been qualified with the unit. McIntyre asserts that
Muclear's intention to use a fan being produced by
anciher company clearly renders its bid nonresponsive,

We note that neither IFB required bidders to
identify in their bids the manufacturers of the fans
or fan motors which would be supplied with their
qualified products. MHoreover, neither Colmac's nor
Muclear's bid took any exception te¢ the specifica-
tions in this respect. In these circumstances, the
bids are responsive. See B--174440, December 10, 1971.
Like the other contentions raised bv McIntvre, these

.iscues go to the responsibility of the bidders and

to matters of contract edminjistration. For the record,

.both bidders furnished statements o tihe contracting

officer after bid opening aflfirming their intention

to comply with =211 the specifications. 7n addition,
whether changes in the components of the gualified
prnducts call for retesting or re-examination is,

as already noted, a mattor for determination by NAVSEC
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The protest is deried.

ﬂk\d 4.

Deputy Comptroller General
of the United States






